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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROPOSED ACTION

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), proposes transportation improvements in the project study area and
surrounding region to address transportation needs as defined in the project’s Purpose and Need
Statement (Lochner, 2011). The focus of these improvements is a potential extension of the Triangle
Expressway (NC 540) from its current terminus at the NC 55 Bypass in Apex to the US 64/US 264
Bypass in Knightdale. This action, known as the Complete 540 Triangle Expressway Extension project,
is designated as three projects in the NCDOT 2016-2025 State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP): R- 2721, R-2828, and R-2829. Together, these STIP projects would combine to complete the
540 Outer Loop around the Raleigh metropolitan area. NCDOT established a protected corridor for the
project (R-2721 and R-2828) between NC 55 Bypass and 1-40 in 1996 and 1997, under the State’s
Transportation Corridor Official Map Act (Map Act) (GS 8136-44.50). The Map Act permits the
preservation of a highway corridor when specific conditions are met; however, it does not require the
selection of that corridor following the NEPA process. For purposes of meeting the requirements of
NEPA, all three projects are being examined in the current study as a single and complete project. It is
likely that the Complete 540 project would be constructed in phases, depending on the availability of
funding.

1.2. PROJECT PURPOSE

Two primary purposes have been established for the Complete 540 project, based on general
transportation problems in the Raleigh area and specific, more localized needs. The first purpose is to
improve mobility within or through the study area during peak travel periods. The second purpose is to
reduce forecast congestion on the existing roadway network within the project study area.

A secondary purpose of the project is to improve system linkage in the regional roadway network by
completing the 540 outer loop around the greater Raleigh area—a goal sought by area planners for more
than 40 years. It is expected that construction of this remaining 540 link would benefit local commuters
living south and east of Raleigh as well as motorists making longer trips through the Triangle Region to
and from points south and east.

1.3 PROJECT STATUS

In January 2014, NCDOT and FHWA selected the Detailed Study Alternatives (DSA) for the project.
This selection was made after extensive agency and local government coordination as well as much
public involvement. The development and selection of the DSAs is documented in the Alternatives
Development and Analysis Report (Lochner, 2014). A full range of alternatives was developed and
evaluated against the purpose and need for the project. This included build options, widening of existing
routes options, hybrid options, and non-highway transportation options. Through a tiered evaluation
process the various options were screened and those that best met the project’s purpose and need were
retained for detailed study. In conjunction with this screening process, agency and local government
coordination was instrumental in determining the alternatives that advanced to more detailed study.
Additionally, public opinion was received as the various options were considered.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Complete 540 project, was signed on
November 2, 2015, and subsequently made available for public and agency review on the NCDOT
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website on November 6, 2015. A notice of availability was published in the Federal Register on Friday,
November 20, 2015 (Federal Register VVol. 80, No. 224, Pg. 72719). Copies of the document were
distributed to public review locations and agencies between November 7 and 13, 2015. Public meetings
were held on December 7, 8 and 9, 2015, and a Public Hearing was held on December 9, 2015. The
public comment period for the Draft EIS ended on January 8, 2016.

A Draft Preferred Alternative Report, identifying DSA 2 as NCDOT’s recommended Preferred
Alternative, was submitted to the environmental resource and regulatory agencies in February 2016.
Two Interagency Meetings were held to discuss the recommended Preferred Alternative, in February
and March 2016. No Issues of Concern, as defined in the project’s Section 6002 Coordination Plan,
have been raised by any of the agencies on the recommended Preferred Alternative. DSA 2 is now the
Preferred Alternative for the Complete 540 project.

Next steps in the project process include:
o Design refinements to the Preferred Alternative
e Publishing the Final EIS, including responses to comments on the Draft EIS
e Publishing the Record of Decision
e Award of Design-Build Contract

1.4 DETAILED STUDY ALTERNATIVES

As shown in Figure 1, the Detailed Study Alternatives (DSAs) for Complete 540 consist of 10 color-
coded corridors that can be combined in various ways to form 17 different end-to-end project
alternatives. Five of the color-coded corridor segments are generally located west of 1-40 (Orange, Red,
Purple, Blue, and Lilac) and five corridors are east of 1-40 (Green, Mint, Tan, Brown, and Teal). Each
of the DSAs would be a controlled-access toll facility on new location. An individual map of each DSA
is shown in Appendix A.

Each DSA would consist of six lanes, with three 12-foot lanes in each direction of travel, separated by
a 70-foot median. The proposed mainline design speed is 70 miles per hour (mph). Proposed
interchange locations (depending on the DSA) include:

e NC 55 Bypass e 1-40

e Holly Springs Road e US 70 Bypass

e Bells Lake Road e Old Baucom Road

e US401 e Auburn Knightdale Road
e Old Stage Road e Poole Road

e NC50 e US 64/US 264 Bypass

[ ]

White Oak Road

1.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Appendix B includes a detailed impact summary table from the Draft EIS (pages 107-109). More
information about the potential impacts of each of the 17 DSAs is available in the Draft EIS (Chapter 5,
page 69). Table 1 highlights the potential impacts for each of the DSAs for several key impact
categories. While many other impact categories were examined and are addressed in the Draft EIS, the
categories listed in Table 1 are those categories where there was a notable difference in the relative
impacts among the different DSAs or that are typically considered a key impact category. In addition
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to the quantified impacts shown in Table 1, there is an indicator of the degree in variation in impacts or
a yes/no indication of impact as appropriate. The green through yellow to red color scheme provides a
visual gradient to view relative impacts.

Some of the key conclusions from Table 1 include:

e There is a wide range in the potential relocation effects of the different DSAs.

o DSAs 1 through 5, which use the full Orange Corridor, would require substantially
fewer relocations than the other DSAs. DSAs 8 through 12, which use the Purple and
Blue Corridor, would require over twice as many relocations as DSAs 1 through 5.

o DSAs 6 and 7 (Red Corridor) and 13 through 17 (Lilac Corridor) would all require
almost twice as many relocations as the DSA that would require the fewest relocations
(DSA 4).

o The corridor segments east of 1-40 have relatively small differences in required
relocations. For this reason, there is a relatively small difference in relocation impacts
among the DSAs in each group using a particular corridor segment west of 1-40
(Orange, Red, Purple/Blue or Lilac).

e The percent difference among the DSAs in potential effects on wetlands and streams is notably
smaller than the percent difference in relocations.

o DSAs 1 through 5 would affect the largest amount of wetlands, affecting an average of
43 percent more wetlands than DSAs 6 and 7, which would affect the smallest amount
of wetlands.

o DSAs 8 through 12 would affect the most linear feet of streams, averaging about 44
percent greater linear feet of stream impacts than DSAs 6 and 7, which would affect the
lowest amount.

o The corridor segments east of 1-40 have relatively small differences in wetland and
stream impacts. For this reason, there are relatively small differences in wetland and
stream impacts among the DSAs in each group using a particular corridor segment west
of 1-40.

e The estimated cost of the most expensive alternative (DSA 8) is about 17.8 percent greater than
the least expensive option (DSA 2).

o DSAs 6 and 7 are the only options that would affect the Swift Creek Critical Watershed Area.

e DSAs 6 and 7 would affect the largest total acreage of historic sites in the project area affecting
two separate sites. DSAs 3, 10, and 15, which use the Tan Corridor east of 1-40, would each
also affect an historic site.

e DSAs6and 7 (Red Corridor) would have greater than de minimis (minor) effects on four Section
4(f) resources (two historic sites and two planned parks). The Tan Corridor (DSAs 3, 10, and
15) and the Purple Corridor (DSAs 8 through 12) would each also affect a Section 4(f) resource.
Tan impacts an historic site and Purple impacts a planned park.

o DSAs 8-12 (Purple/Blue Corridor) would likely shift development farther to the south into more
rural areas, possibly increasing the overall effects of the project on induced land development,
and leading to development patterns that would diverge more notably from those envisioned in
local plans. DSAs 1-5 (Orange Corridor) have the greatest potential to support growth and
development in accordance with local plans.
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In addition to examining an impact matrix, it is also useful to review a qualitative summary of the
potential benefits and constraints of each option under consideration. Table 2 provides this summary,
breaking the description into the corridor groupings west and east of 1-40.

1.6  ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

The following are impact areas that have been identified as potentially important for recommending a
Preferred Alternative. Each of these has been addressed in the Draft EIS and pertinent technical reports.
None of these impacts are primary differentiators in recommending a Preferred Alternative.

o While there are two communities in the DSAs that qualify as environmental justice
communities, these would not be disproportionally impacted.

o All of the DSAs except those using the Purple/Blue Corridor (DSAs 8-12) would
require 17 relocations from a mobile home park on Rhodes Road.

o All of the DSAs would require 6 relocations from a mobile home park on Knightdale
Estate Drive east of Hodge Road, near the eastern terminus of the project.

o All 17 DSAs would provide nearly identical levels of service in the design year (2035). The
analysis conducted for interchanges and intersections shows that each would provide at least a
level of service of D or better. This suggests that the project would provide acceptable levels
of service on the study area’s future roadway network during peak travel hours. Each of the
DSAs would meet the need for the project by improving mobility and providing better
connections between other transportation routes in and near the project study area.

e Qualitative assessment of the project’s potential indirect and cumulative impacts indicates that
each of the DSAs would likely lead to induced land development and higher concentrations of
high-density and more intense land uses in the vicinity of the DSAs, especially near interchange
areas. Planners interviewed for this analysis almost universally indicated they anticipate a
continued strong market for development, regardless of whether the Complete 540 project is
built. In other words, the area is expected to experience growth and land use change under
either the build or no-build scenarios. Compared to the no-build scenario, however, the build
scenarios could lead to more rapid growth and more intense development in some areas near
proposed interchanges. However, given that local land use plans anticipate that the Complete
540 project will help concentrate higher-density, mixed use development in key locations, it is
possible that the no-build scenario would promote future development patterns that differ from
those envisioned in local land use plans.

1.7 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Based on the information available to date (including the Draft EIS and comments on the project from
agencies, local government, other organizations, and citizens), the FHWA, NCDOT, and NCTA
recommend DSA 2 as the Preferred Alternative for the Complete 540 project. This alternative
follows the Orange Corridor west of 1-40, and then follows the Mint Corridor east of 1-40 (using the
southern and northern ends of the Green Corridor to complete the end-to-end alignment). Factors that
influenced this decision are detailed in Sections 2-7 of this report.
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Table 2: Detailed Study Alternatives — Constraints and Benefits

Corridor

Alternative Constraints/Issues Benefits
Corridors West of 1-40
e Broad public support
e Formally supported by nearly all local governments
e Crosses Swift Creek downstream of Lake Benson dam (dwarf * S.ub.stanually fewer reloc.at.lons. than other options
Oran_ge wedgemussel habitat) . L|m|teq development activity since corridor was protected
(CDOSrg\dsO{B) e Impacts more acres of wetlands than other options : Ez)(tjenn;al\tliir?ltj)?tte\?(gglr?gfjlslan d use plans
e Higher stream impacts than DSAs 6-7 (Red Corridor) . S :
e Avoids non-de minimis impacts to Section 4(f) resources
e Fewest involvements with potential hazardous material sites
e Least costly
e Nearly twice as many relocations as DSAs 1-5 (Orange Corridor)
e Crosses numerous established Garner subdivisions
Red e Impacts Qreenfield South Bgsiness Par!<. e Shortest opt_ion . S
Corridor e Only option that crosses Syvn‘t Creek Critical Watershed Area e Crosses Swift Creek upstream of Lake Benson dam, avoiding/minimizing
(DSAs 6 & e Formally opposed b_){ Raleigh, Wake County, Garner and CAMPO impacts to protected dwarf wedgemussel habitat
7) e Broad public opposition e Minimizes total wetlands impacts
e Impacts four Section 4(f)-applicable resources; more than other options ¢ Minimizes total stream impacts
e Greatest impacts to historic sites
o Would limit the ability of Garner to achieve its land use planning objectives
e Over twice as many relocations as DSAs 1-5 (Orange Corridor)
e Impacts more linear feet of streams than other options
¢ Requires the most land acquisition
e Crosses Swift Creek downstream of Lake Benson dam (dwarf
wedgemussel habitat)
Purple- e Greater potential for induced development
Blue-Lilac ¢ Formally opposed by Wake County, Holly Springs, and Fuquay-Varina
Corridor e Broad public opposition e Potential to serve traffic in growing areas near Fuquay-Varina
(DSAs 8- e Is the most costly alternative
12) e Bisects planned Sunset Oaks Park, a Section 4(f) resource

Has the potential to impact the Southeast Wake County Park

Crosses water treatment facility sprayfield area and impacts a portion of
one 25 acre holding pond

Would limit the ability of Holly Springs and Fuquay-Varina to achieve their
land use planning objectives
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Table 2: Detailed Study Alternatives — Constraints and Benefits

Corridor

- Constraints/Issues Benefits
Alternative
e Crosses Swift Creek downstream of Lake Benson dam (dwarf
wedgemussel habitat) .
Lilac e Nearly twice as many relocations as DSAs 1-5 (Orange Corridor) ¢ lg;?ggfr)‘q“ghtly fewer acres of wetlands than DSAs 1-5 (Orange
Corridor e Impacts 27% more linear feet of streams and 32% more acres of wetlands C . £ Swift Creek and adi lands th
(DSAs 13- than DSAs 6 & 7 (Red Corridor) e Crosses a harrower por.taon of Swift Creek and adjacent wetlands than
17) e Crosses water treatment facility sprayfield area and impacts a portion of DSAS s (Orang.e.Cer} on) .
one 25 acre holding pond e Avoids non-de minimis impacts to Section 4(f) resources
o Formally opposed by Raleigh and Garner
Corridors East of 1-40
¢ Bisects the Randleigh Farm planned development of Raleigh and Wake ¢ Avoids Clemmons Educational State Forest
Green . N :
Corridor County ¢ Avoids non-de minimis impacts to Section 4(f) resources
(DSAs 1, 6 e Formally opposed by Raleigh e Avoids wastewater treatment biosolids facility sprayfield area
8, & 13) "7 | e Alignment is in close proximity to an anchor and guying wire for a e Avoids police training center on Battle Bridge Road
' communications tower e Formally supported by Wake County
e Shifts impacts on Randleigh Farm property further to the east
. . . The least costly option
Mint ¢ Impacts Randleigh Farm property but less than Green Corridor (DSAs 1, * ast costy opions
Corridor 6,8, & 13) e Formally supported by Raleigh
(DSAs 2,7, | o Alignmentis in close proximity to an anchor and guying wire for a * Avo!ds Clemmon_s _Ed_u;atlonal State F(_)rest
9,8 14) communications tower . Avo!ds non-de minimis |mpacts_ to S_ectlon_4(f) resources
e Avoids wastewater treatment biosolids facility sprayfield area
e Avoids police training center on Battle Bridge Road
Tan . Iesmgagslgl)andlelgh Farm property but less than Green Corridor (DSAs 1, «  Shifts impact on Randleigh Farm property to east parcel area
Corridor - o . . . e Avoids communications tower anchor and guying wire
e Impacts a historic site, subject to Section 4(f) protection . - ) = )
(DSAs 3, e Formally opposed by Raleigh. and Wake County and CAMPO e Avoids wastewater treatment biosolids facility sprayfield area
10, & 15) . ImpactsyCIZE)nmons )I/Educat?or;al State Forest y e Avoids police training center on Battle Bridge Road
e Impacts wastewater treatment biosolids facility sprayfield area
Brown e Impacts police training center on Battle Bridge Road e Avoids impacts to Randleigh Farm property
Corridor e Has the greatest impact on the Neuse River greenways trail e Avoids communications tower anchor
(DSAs 4, e Impacts Clemmons Educational State Forest e Fewer relocations than DSAs using other options east of 1-40
11, & 16) e Impacts the Watershed Extension Loop Trail in Clemmons e Has the lowest impact on floodplains
o Formally opposed by Raleigh
Teal to ¢ Alignment is in close proximity to an anchor and guying wire for a
Brown communications tower Avoids impacts to Randleigh Farm propert
Corridor e Impacts wastewater treatment biosolids facility sprayfield area Avoids Clgmmons Educatigc’)nal Statz FFc))res),/t
(DSAs 5, e Impacts police training center on Battle Bridge Road
12,&17) e Formally opposed by Raleigh
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2 OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

21 PUBLIC MEETINGS AND PUBLIC HEARING

NCDOT held three public meetings and a formal Public Hearing in December 2015 to present details
on the DSAs under consideration for the project and the findings of the Draft EIS and its associated
technical studies. The meetings and the Public Hearing served as opportunities for the public and other
project stakeholders to review the project DSAs and the findings of the Draft EIS. Displays at these
meetings included maps showing the preliminary functional designs for each of the DSASs, information
summarizing the potential impacts of each DSA, an illustration of the proposed typical section, and
information on the project’s purpose and need. A brief informational video providing an overview of
the study process and the project DSAs was shown on a continuous loop at each meeting. A handout
brochure with information about each of the DSAs, potential impacts, the study process, and the project
schedule, was distributed. All displays and meeting materials were, and continue to be, available on the
project website (www.ncdot.gov/projects/complete540). Table 3 summarizes public participation for
the meetings and Public Hearing.

2.2 PUBLIC COMMENTS

During the comment period for the Draft EIS, from early November 2015 through January 8, 2016,
comments addressing the DSAs, the Draft EIS, or other substantive project issues were received from
1,476 commenters. The comments included 255 individual written comment forms plus one completed
comment form photocopied and signed by 527 different individuals, 387 emails, 6 letters, and a petition
with 239 signatures. The petition received was signed by residents of Holly Springs, Apex and Cary
expressing support for the Orange Corridor and opposition to the Purple and Blue Corridors. The
photocopied completed comment form supported DSA #1 (Orange Corridor/Green Corridor) and
opposed the Red Corridor and was individually signed by 527 area residents associated with Springfield
Baptist Church.

Table 3: Public Participation at Public Meetings and Public Hearing

Number of | Number of
Written Oral
Type of . . Number of
Date . Location Time Comments | Comments
Meeting Attendees X
Received Recorded
at Meeting | at Meeting
Public Barwell Road
12/7/15 . Elementary 6:00 — 8:00 pm 210 12
Meeting d
School, Raleigh 5
12/8/15 Public | Holly Springs High | ¢.54 _ g.09 pm 264 37
Meeting School
Public . .
Meeting Wake Technical | 400~ 6:30 pm
12/9/15 Community 532 85 34
Pub!lc College, Raleigh 7:00 — 9:30 pm
Hearing
9
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There were also 34 people who gave oral comments during the Public Hearing and 5 people who gave
oral comments at the public meetings on the preceding days. There were also 23 people who submitted
comments via NCDOT’s mySidewalk site. Most of the comments expressed support for and/or
opposition to various project alternatives or specific color-coded corridor segments.

The written comment forms included check boxes for commenters to indicate their preferred DSAs.
Commenters could indicate more than one preferred DSA. Most commenters did indicate preferred
DSAs; two comment forms indicated a preference for improving existing roadways instead of building
a new roadway. While selection of a Preferred Alternative is not by popular vote, it is notable that DSA
1 (Orange Corridor/Green Corridor) was preferred by the most respondents (680 of 782 comments forms
indicated support for DSA 1). This includes 153 individual comment forms and the 527 identical,
photocopied comment forms.

Emailed comments, letters, and the petition generally cited only particular color-coded corridor
segments, rather than end-to-end DSAs, when indicating preferences and opposition. Some comments
indicated both opposed and preferred corridor segments, while others indicated only one or the other.
Many comments indicated more than one corridor segment that were preferred or opposed. Key
conclusions from a review of expressed preferences and opposition in all of the comments include the
following:

e There is overwhelming support for the Orange Corridor west of 1-40. About 93 percent of
submitted comments (those stating support for a color corridor west of 1-40) expressed a clear
preference for the Orange Corridor.

e Support for the Red, Purple/Blue, and Lilac Corridors was at 2 percent, 4 percent, and 2 percent,
respectively.

e There is widespread opposition to the Red (58 percent of those stating opposition to a color
corridor west of 1-40) and Purple/Blue Corridors (34 percent of those stating opposition to a
color corridor west of 1-40).

e There is also notable opposition to the Lilac Corridor, with 7 percent of those stating opposition
to a color corridor west of 1-40.

o Only 1 percent of those stating opposition to a color corridor west of 1-40 are opposed to the
Orange Corridor.

e There is less of a clear pattern of support and opposition to corridors east of 1-40, with most
comments not specifically addressing these options. However, among comments that
specifically addressed the corridors east of 1-40, the Green Corridor was most commonly
preferred. The Brown Corridor and the Tan Corridor were most commonly opposed.

While some of the written comments indicated only route preferences, without citing specific reasons
for those preferences, most of the comments that gave specific reasons cited concern about potential
effects on their neighborhoods, communities, and homes, in indicating support for the Orange Corridor
and opposition to other corridors. Many of these responders cited the fact that communities have
planned around the Orange Corridor and residents have made location decisions based on the Orange
Corridor since its protection in 1996 and 1997. Many responders also indicated an opinion that
minimizing impacts on homes, businesses, and neighborhoods should take precedence over minimizing
impacts on natural resources. For the smaller number of responders that specifically mentioned
considerations east of 1-40, many also indicated that since a route similar to the Green Corridor has been
shown on planning maps for the past two decades, they have also made location decisions based on that
assumed location for completing the 540 outer loop.
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Among the small number of respondents (4 percent) expressing support for the Purple and/or Blue
Corridors west of 1-40, many typically mentioned that growth and traffic patterns have resulted in a
greater need for the project farther south than the Orange Corridor. Among the respondents who
expressed support for the Red Corridor (2 percent) and those who expressed support for the Lilac
Corridor (2 percent), many typically cited potential environmental and/or neighborhood effects as their
reasons.

While the large majority of public comments dealt with preference for or opposition to certain DSASs or
color-coded corridor segments, other issues were cited in some of the public comments. Some of the
more common issues raised include:

¢ Questions about whether traffic/toll revenue on the existing portions of NC 540 is meeting the
levels predicted by NCDOT.
Concern about the perceived unfairness of tolling the extension of the 540 Outer Loop into
southern Wake County when the northern sections of the Outer Loop are not tolled.
Statements citing the fact that, since the mid-1990s, the decisions local residents have been
making about where to live and local governments have been making about future land use
plans have been based on the belief that the project would be constructed along the protected
corridor (Orange Corridor).
Questions about why the project has taken so long and why NCDOT didn’t start the
environmental documentation process after the protected corridor was established.
e Questions about why NCDOT can’t just widen existing roads (e.g., NC 55, NC 42, Ten Ten
Road) instead of building a new road.
Questions about where noise barriers will be constructed and when a noise impact study will be
done.

23 PREVIOUS PUBLIC COMMENTS

There have been two previous series of public meetings held for the public to review potential routes
under consideration and other study materials. Large numbers of public comments were submitted
around the time each of those series of public meetings were held. The first series of meetings was held
in September and December 2010; over 2,300 comments were received during or following those
meetings. Like the current public meetings and Public Hearing, most comments from 2010 addressed
route preferences or opposition, with about 90 percent of comments expressing support for the Orange
Corridor and large numbers expressing opposition to the Blue, Purple, Red, and Tan Corridors. The
second series of meetings was held in October 2013; over 1,100 comments were received during or
following those meetings, with most expressing support for the Orange Corridor and opposition to the
Purple, Blue, Lilac, Red, and/or Tan Corridors.

In addition to comments submitted during comment periods following these public meetings, local
residents used many other methods to stress support for the Orange Corridor and opposition to the
Purple, Blue, Lilac, Red, and/or Tan Corridors. These included submitting e-mails to
complete540@ncdot.gov, calling the project’s toll-free telephone hotline, and submitting organized
petitions. More detailed information about public comments generated prior to November 2015 can be
found in the project’s Stakeholder Involvement Report (Lochner, 2015).

24 PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY

When considered together over the five years of soliciting public comments on potential routes under
consideration for the Complete 540 project, there is a clear pattern of overwhelming support for the
Orange Corridor west of 1-40. There is also a clear pattern of opposition to the Purple, Blue, Lilac, Red
and Tan Corridors. Throughout this time, comments have continued to cite concern about potential
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effects on neighborhoods and communities in indicating support for the Orange Corridor and opposition
to other corridors. Comments have continued to cite the fact that communities have planned around the
Orange Corridor and residents have made location decisions based on the Orange Corridor since its
protection in 1996 and 1997. Commenters have also often indicated an opinion that minimizing impacts
on homes, businesses, and neighborhoods should take precedence over minimizing impacts on natural
resources.

3 OVERVIEW OF OTHER LOCAL INVOLVEMENT

3.1 LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS

Several local governments in the Complete 540 project area submitted formal comments and/or passed
official resolutions concerning the project. Copies of these comments are in Appendix C. Most of
these comments and resolutions specifically addressed the project’s DSAs. Local government
comments and resolutions addressing the project’s DSAs are noted in Table 4. Most of the comments
from the local governments expressed clear support for project overall and specific color-coded
corridors.

Table 4;: Local Government Comments/Resolutions on DSAs

Preferred Alternative Report
STIP Project Nos. R-2721, R-2828, and R-2829 — April 2016

Local DSA/Corridor Opposed Other Information
Government Preference? DSAs/Corridors
Holly Springs Orange Corridor None noted Purple and Blue Corridors would be
(Resolution — more disruptive to Holly Springs and
6/16/15) Fuquay-Varina and would eliminate
parkland.
Town has utilized the Protected
Corridor (Orange) to plan for existing
and future development.
Fuquay-Varina | Orange Corridor None noted Purple and Blue Corridors would have
(Resolution — greater expense and human impact
6/16/15) on the residents of Fuquay-Varina.
Town has utilized the Protected
Corridor (Orange) to plan for existing
and future development.
Garner Orange Corridor None noted Town has utilized the Protected
(Resolution — Corridor (Orange) to plan for existing
7/7/15) and future development.
Wake County Orange Corridor | Blue, Purple, Red, County has utilized the Protected
Board of and Lilac Corridor (Orange) to plan for existing
Commissioners Corridors and future development.
(Resolution — County landowners have relied upon
9/8/15) the protected Orange Corridor for
many years as they have made
investment decisions.
Wake County Orange Corridor None noted Purple and Blue Corridors would
Mayors’ appear to be more disruptive to
Association residents of Wake County and
(Resolution — eliminate parkland.
9/23/2015)
12




Table 4. Local Government Comments/Resolutions on DSAs
Local DSA/Corridor Opposed
Government Preference? DSAs/Corridors
Garner Orange Corridor Red and Lilac e Red Corridor would negatively impact
(Letter — Corridors a large number of neighborhoods and

12/16/15) residences in Garner.

e Red Corridor would negatively affect
town parks and other facilities.

e Red Corridor would negatively affect
existing and planned commercial
areas, thereby negatively affecting
the town’s tax base.

e Lilac Corridor would cause a large
number of residential relocations in
Garner area and would affect the City
of Raleigh Wastewater Biosolids
facility.

Raleigh DSA #2 Red, Lilac, Green, | ¢ Red Corridor would directly affect the

(letter — 1/5/16) | (Orange Corridor Brown, and Tan Swift Creek Watershed Area, a critical

and Mint Corridors water source.

Corridor) e Lilac Corridor would directly affect
water treatment sprayfields and an
associated holding pond.

e Green Corridor would affect the
proposed school sites in Randleigh
Farm and would affect more of
Randleigh Farm than other options.

e Brown Corridor would negatively
affect the Neuse River Wastewater
Treatment Plant and a City/County
Law Enforcement Training Center
shooting range.

e City opposes Tan Corridor due to
community impacts.

Benson Orange Corridor None noted e Orange Corridor would decrease

(letter — 1/7/16) commute times and would better

serve truck traffic heading west from

Benson than existing 1-40.

Note: NCDOT also received e-mail correspondence from the Town of Cary on 1/7/16, but this did not specifically address

support for or opposition to project DSAs.

Other Information

City of Raleigh staff met with USACE representatives and members of the project team on March 3,
2016, to discuss the relative impacts of the Orange, Lilac, Teal, and Brown Corridors on city-owned
wastewater and water treatment infrastructure in the project area. During this meeting, City staff
provided detailed information on the potential for the Lilac, Teal, and Brown Corridors to jeopardize
the current and long-term ability of the City to provide both potable water and domestic wastewater
treatment services. Following this meeting, the City of Raleigh submitted a letter to NCDOT on March
17, 2016, summarizing this information. A copy of the letter is in Appendix C.

3.2 PREVIOUS LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS

Local governments have provided comments relating to the project’s DSAs at various points in the
project study. In particular, local governments provided comments throughout the project development
process and following release of the project’s Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report
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(Lochner, 2012). Local governments have passed numerous resolutions and sent numerous letters
addressing the project’s DSAs throughout the study. Table 5 summarizes this local input during the
project development. Consistently there has been local government support for the Orange Corridor
and strong local government opposition to the Red, Purple/Blue, and Lilac Corridors. More detailed
information about the previous agency comments generated can be found in the project’s Stakeholder

Involvement Report (Lochner, 2015).

Table 5: Previous Local Government Resolutions

Local Government

DSA/Corridor
Preference?

Opposed
DSAs/Corridors

Holly Springs
(Resolution — 9/21/2010)

Orange Corridor

None noted

Garner
(Resolution — 10/4/2010)

Orange Corridor

Red Corridor

Wake County Board of Commissioners

Orange Corridor

Blue, Purple, and Red

(Resolution — 10/20/2010)

(Resolution — 10/18/2010) Corridors

Fuquay-Varina .

(Rgsol)lljtion — 10/19/2010) Orange Corridor None noted

Knightdale None note.d

(Resolution — 10/20/2010) (general project None noted
support)

Capital Area MPO Orange Corridor None noted

Capital Area MPO

(Resolution — 11/20/2013)

(Resolution — 3/16/2011) None noted Red and Tan Corridors

Capital Area MPO None Inote_d d

(Resolution — 5/16/2012) (general project None note
support)

Holly Springs id d

(Resolution — 10/1/2013) Orange Corridor None note

Wake County Board of Commissioners Orange and Green None noted

(Resolution — 10/21/2013) Corridors

Garner .

(Resolution — 10/22/2013) Orange Corridor None noted

Capital Area MPO Orange Corridor None noted

3.3 COMMENTS FROM OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

The Regional Transportation Alliance and the Morrisville Chamber of Commerce submitted comments
expressing clear support for project overall. The Garner Chamber of Commerce has stated its formal
opposition to the Red Corridor. The YMCA of Garner has stated its formal support for the Orange
Corridor and opposition to the Red Corridor.

The Southern Environmental Law Center submitted a letter detailing their concerns about the analyses
used in the project, indicating a clear opposition to a new location roadway alternative for the project,
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and suggesting that NCDOT give greater consideration to other options, such as improving existing
roadways.

4 OVERVIEW OF AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

4.1 AGENCY COORDINATION MEETINGS

Agency coordination meetings have been held throughout the project development process to present
information about the project, receive comments on project studies, and solicit issues and concerns from
the federal, state, and local resource and regulatory agencies participating in the Complete 540 study
process. Table 6 summarizes the resource and regulatory agency meetings that have been held for the
project.

Table 6: Summary of Resource and Regulatory Agency Meetings

Agency Meeting Date Purpose

Introduce project, draft project study area, Notice of Intent, and draft Section 6002
Coordination Plan

Scoping meeting — discussed project study area environmental features and
community characteristics and potential issues of concern

Discuss draft Purpose and Need Statement, alternatives screening process,
preliminary study alternatives, and draft Section 6002 Coordination Plan
Continue discussion on draft Purpose and Need Statement, alternatives
screening, and preliminary study alternatives

Continue discussion on alternatives screening and discuss results of Public
Informational Meetings, including public comments

December 8, 2009

February 16, 2010

August 10, 2010

September 8, 2010

November 2, 2010

January 20, 2011 Continue discussion of alternatives development and analysis
August 22, 2012 Discuss project advancement
December 12, 2012 Discuss project status

Discuss revised Draft Alternatives Development and Analysis Report and
recommended Detailed Study Alternatives

December 12, 2013 Finalize Detailed Study Alternatives

September 19, 2013

Discuss appropriate locations and lengths of bridges over natural resources along
the project's DSAs

Field review meeting to reach agreement on appropriate hydraulic conveyance
structure at four sites

November 13, 2014

December 2, 2014

August 19, 2015 Discuss project status and reader friendly format for Draft EIS
February 17, 2016 Discuss Draft Preferred Alternative Report
March 16, 2016 Informational meeting on development of functional preliminary plans for DSAs

42 AGENCY COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS

Following publication of the Draft EIS, NCDOT received formal review comments from several federal
and state agencies. Table 7 lists each of the four agencies that submitted comments specifically
addressing the project’s DSAs, notes whether the agency indicated any preference among the project’s
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DSAs, and indicates other key information the agency provided about its perspective on the DSAs.
Copies of all the comments received from federal and state agencies are in Appendix C.

Table 7: Federal and State Agency Review Comments on DSAs

DSA
Agency Preference? Comments
DSAs 6 and 7 (Red Corridor) have lowest impacts on wetlands
& streams and the least direct and indirect effects on the dwarf
wedgemussel (DWM).
USFWS understands the intense opposition to the Red
Corridor due to its disproportionate impacts on the human
environment.
DSAs 1 through 5 (Orange Corridor) greatly minimize impacts
US Fish & to human environment; however, they have great potential to
Wildlife adversely affect the DWM. USFWS finds the Orange Corridor
Service None noted very problematic.
(11/25/15) DSAs 8 through 17 (Lilac Corridor) would have very similar,
albeit somewhat lesser adverse effects on the DWM.
Ability to propagate DWM and augment the population in Swift
Creek will factor significantly in analysis to determine whether
the Complete 540 project will jeopardize the continued
existence of the species.
USFWS would prefer that the Clemmons Educational State
Forest not be impacted.
us Notes that DSAs 6 and 7 “appear to most closely meet the
Environmental Complete 540’s ‘Purpose and Need.”
Protection None noted En_wr_onmgntally prefers DSAs 6 and 7 as having least impacts
Agency tq jurisdictional streams and _vvetlands.
g Finds DSAs 8-17 problematic because they would have the
(1/4/16) most potential to induce indirect effects.
,\N/lztrli?]gal Prefers_ DSAs 6 and 7 b_ecau;e th.ey ayoid impacts to shad
Fisheries DSAs 6 & 7 and striped bass and their habitats in Swift Creek, would have
. smaller impacts to the Neuse River, and would impact the
Service smallest amount of wetlands and streams.
(12/15/15)
Indirect and cumulative effects of the project on induced land
NC Wildlife development will be a key aspect in selecting the Least
Resources Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).
Commission None noted NCWRC has concerns about the effect of continued
development in the lower Swift Creek watershed, below the
(12/9/15) Lake Benson dam, on long-term viability of the DWM and
other sensitive aquatic species.

Note: NCDOT also received comment letters from the U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
North Carolina Division of Water Resources, and North Carolina Division of Waste Management. These comment letters
did not specifically address support for or opposition to project DSAs but they are included in Appendix C

4.3 AGENCY COMMENTS ON DRAFT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REPORT

Following distribution of the Draft Preferred Alternative Report, NCDOT received written comments
from several federal and state agencies. Copies of these comments are in Appendix C. Table 8 lists
each of the agencies that submitted comments on the Draft Preferred Alternative Report and summarizes
those comments. None of the agencies identified any Issues of Concern relative to selection of DSA 2
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as the Preferred Alternative for the Complete 540 project, either in written comments or in oral
comments at Interagency Meetings.

Table 8: Federal and State Agency Review Comments on Draft Preferred Alternative
Report

Agency Comments
NC Wildiif Con d that potential i ffects i tersheds will contin
[ ]
Resources oncerne at potential negative effects Iin area watersheds will continue

to degrade aquatic habitat

Commission . :

(2/23/16) e Concerned about high wetland, stream, and buffer impacts.

NC Division of e Avoidance of Water Supply Critical Area watersheds by DSA 2 is a
Water Resources positive.

(2/25/16) e Concerned about high wetland, stream, and buffer impacts.

e Would like to see information on impacts to forested land, floodways, and
500-year floodplain.

US Environmental
e Would like to see preliminary designs for DSA 2 and DSA 7.

z[gc;tﬁg;t;on e Would like to see quantitative information on indirect and cumulative

3/10/16)* effects. . ' . .

( e Would like to see information on predicted pollutant loading and
avoidance/minimization measures to reduce this effect.

US Army Corps

of Engineers ¢ No objections to proceeding with DSA 2 as the Preferred Alternative.

(3/18/16)

* Preliminary designs were presented to the agencies at the March 16, 2016, informational Interagency Meeting. A quantitative
assessment of indirect and cumulative effects is being prepared to compare the build to the no-build scenario; the results will
be included in the Final EIS. Impacts to forested land, floodways, and the 500-year floodplain were not a notable factor in
comparing the project DSAs; these items, along with more information about minimization of pollutant loading, will be
included in the Final EIS.

4.4 PREVIOUS AGENCY COMMENTS

Agencies have provided comments relating to the project’s DSAs at various points in the project study.
In particular, federal and state agencies provided comments following release of the project’s Draft
Alternatives Development and Analysis Report (Lochner, 2012). More detailed information about the
previous agency comments generated can be found in the project’s Stakeholder Involvement Report
(Lochner, 2015).

5 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RELEVANT TO THE
RECOMMENDATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

All comments were reviewed. The comments related to the recommendation of the Preferred
Alternative or include a request for additional information by a commenting agency are included below.

Other substantive comments that were received, including those related to purpose and need, alternatives
development, preliminary designs, construction, the study process, Draft EIS format, project finance,
neighborhoods, natural resources, traffic, and interagency coordination will be addressed in the Final
EIS. There were also editorial comments received about the Draft EIS — these will also be addressed in
the Final EIS.
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The following additional studies will be completed and discussed with the agencies prior to completing
the Final EIS:

o Updated traffic forecast and analysis for the Preferred Alternative.
o Findings of detailed archaeological field surveys.
e Additional findings of dwarf wedgemussel viability studies and related research.

o Mainline and crossroad design refinements and associated changes in right-of-way and impacts
in response to comments on the Draft EIS, as well as addition and modification of service roads.

e Quantitative study of the indirect and cumulative effects of the Preferred Alternative on land
use and water quality.

Comment: Climate change/greenhouse gas emissions should be addressed, incorporating scenarios
from the National Climate Assessment.

Response: This topic will be investigated further for possible inclusion in the Final EIS. Based on
current understanding, this topic would not have a marked impact on the selection of a Preferred
Alternative as all DSAs would have comparable results.

Comment: Insufficient information is provided about demographics, including presences of and effects
on environmental justice communities.

Response: Pages 74 and 75 in the Draft EIS report a summary of potential relocation effects to
communities meeting the criteria for environmental justice consideration. The Community Impact
Assessment (Lochner, 2015) fully documents the community demographics within the project study
area. FHWA and NCDOT consider the methodology used to identify potential environmental justice
communities to be sufficient. These standard study procedures have been used on all recent and current
studies of this nature. Two mobile home parks would have relocations impacts. One is located along
all corridors except the Purple/Blue Corridor and the other is located along the Green Corridor where it
is common the all DSAs. The relocation impacts are 17 and 6, respectively. These impacts have been
shown to not be disproportional with other communities along the DSAs.

Comment: Address impacts to floodways, the 500-year floodplain, terrestrial forests, unique farmlands,
soils/minerals, and community cohesion.

Response: Floodplain impacts are described on pages 93 and 94 of the Draft EIS; potential impacts to
the 100-year floodplain are reported in the Comparative Evaluation Matrix on page 108. Impacts to the
floodway and the 500-year floodplain will be addressed in the Final EIS.

Pages 29 and 94 in the Draft EIS address terrestrial habitat, which is addressed in greater detail in the
Natural Resources Technical Report (Mulkey, 2014).

Pages 98 and 100 in the Draft EIS summarize potential impacts to farmlands and prime farmland soils
are included in the Comparative Evaluation Matrix on page 109. This topic is further discussed in the
Community Impact Assessment (Lochner, 2015); Appendix F of this report includes the farmland
conversion impact rating forms, developed in collaboration with the National Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS). NRCS did not distinguish between prime and unique farmland soils.

Other than farmland soils, no other soils/minerals are included in any applicable Executive Order or
regulation, and these have not been raised as an issue that will affect project decision making by any
agency or the public. For this reason, it was not included in the Draft EIS.
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Community cohesion effects are described on pages 80 and 91 of the Draft EIS, with greater detail in
the Community Impact Assessment (Lochner, 2015).

Comment: Address study area population’s use and consumption of environmental resources.

Response: Use and consumption of environmental resources is not included in any applicable Executive
Order or regulation, and has not been raised as an issue that will affect project decision making by any
agency or the public. For this reason, it was not included in the Draft EIS.

Comment: Address impacts to future land use and transportation plans, commercial corridors and
nodes, emergency services, and relocations (ability to secure affordable housing), mobility, and access.

Response: All of these items are discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS, with much greater detail
presented in the Community Impact Assessment (Lochner, 2015).

Comment: Impacts to planned Holly Springs Park should be considered Section 4(f).

Response: As described in the Draft EIS, impacts to the planned Sunset Oaks Park in Holly Springs are
indeed considered Section 4(f) impacts.

Comment: Address impacts to Neuse River WWTP guardhouse and City of Raleigh solar array (Brown
Corridor).

Response: These potential impacts will be verified and applicable information will be updated in the
Final EIS and on project maps. However, the current preliminary functional plans for the Brown
Corridor do not impact either of these resources.

6 MINIMIZATION EFFORTS AND IMPACT REDUCTION

All 17 DSAs already incorporate some measures to avoid and minimize impacts. As would be expected
with the placement of a six-lane divided, controlled-access highway in an urban or urbanizing setting,
complete avoidance of resources is not possible. However, alignments were adjusted for each color-
coded corridor segment to avoid or minimize impacts. Additionally, interchange configurations were
developed and reviewed to meet traffic needs as well as to avoid and minimize impacts. Further
measures to avoid and minimize impacts will be incorporated into the final design of the highway facility
to the maximum extent practicable. Measures to mitigate for unavoidable impacts will also be
incorporated into the project.

6.1 WETLANDS, STREAMS, AND PONDS

Initial alignments for the 17 DSAs were established to avoid known, mapped natural resources as much
as possible. As technical studies generated more detailed information for these resources, preliminary
functional designs were further adjusted and refined to minimize impacts to these resources.

Various configurations were considered for each planned interchange location. Avoidance and
minimization of impacts to wetlands, streams, and ponds was a key factor in selecting which interchange
configuration to incorporate at each location along with traffic operational characteristics of the
interchange and its ability serve traffic needs.
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There are a total of over 1,200 natural system sites, which include wetlands, streams and ponds, inside
the study corridors along the roughly 100 total miles of the DSAs. To further address avoidance and
minimization of impacts to the sites along the 17 DSAs, the study team met with environmental resource
and regulatory agencies at interagency meetings on November 13 and December 2, 2014, to discuss
bridging decisions and review alignments. The alignment modifications and bridging changes made to
the DSAs as a result of this coordination further minimized impacts to streams and wetlands beyond the
basic requirements for hydraulic conveyance. Table 9 shows the 17 locations along the various color-
coded corridor segments where bridging has been incorporated to avoid or minimize stream and wetland
impacts, along with the estimated impact reductions for each bridge.

The additional bridging along DSA 2 (recommendation for the Preferred Alternative) reduces wetland
impacts by 24.5 acres and reduces stream impacts by 5,289 linear feet. Additional impact reductions
will be examined during final design of the project. This effort will be coordinated with environmental
resource and regulatory agencies.

Table 9: Impact Reductions Associated with Bridging
. . Hydraulically Agreed Stream Wetland
Site Number and Corridor and Required uoon Impact Impact
Stream Crossing DSA q P Reduction Reduction
Structure Structure )
(linear feet) (acres)
1 Middle Creek Orange DSA 1-17 Culvert Bridge 136 -
1A Middle Creek Orange DSA 1-17 Culvert Bridge 164 —
8 Tributary to Middle Orange DSA 1-7 & :
Creek 13-17 Culvert Bridge — 2.3
16 Juniper Branch (1)3:?{]7% DSA1-5& Culvert Bridge 451 1.8
geTerl'(b“tary O SWIt | 5range DSA 15 Culvert Bridge 2,411 6.4
24 Tributary to SWift | 06 DSA 1-5 Culvert Culvert and 1,846 10.4
Creek Bridges
%?Vgﬁ'b“tary toNeuse | oon DSA 1-17 Culvert Bridge 281 2.7
35 Yates Branch Red DSA 6-7 Bridge Longer - 13.9
Bridge
41 Mahlers Creek Red DSA 6-7 Bridge "Bc:i':j%f 387 2.1
43 White Oak Creek Red DSA 6-7 Culvert Bridge 1,126 6.4
. Brown DSA 3-4, . Longer
45 White Oak Creek 10-11, & 15-16 Bridge Bridge 722 2.4
. Brown DSA 3-4, .
46 Little Creek 10-11, & 15-16 Culvert Bridge 147 4.2
49 Tributary to Neuse | Brown DSA 4-5, .
River 11-12, & 16-17 Culvert Bridge 565 2.2
54 Swift Creek Lilac DSA 8-17 Bridge Longer 76 0.5
Bridge
63 Tributary to Swift . Longer
Creek Orange DSA 1-5 Bridge Bridge — 0.9
68 Terrible Creek Purple DSA 8-12 Bridge "Bc:i':j%'zr 106 2.0
74 Little Creek Blue DSA 8-12 Culvert Bridge 434 0.1
TOTALS 8,853 58.4

6.2 SWIFT CREEK WATERSHED CRITICAL AREA

DSAs 6 and 7 (Red Corridor) impact the Swift Creek Watershed Critical Area. All other DSAs (1-5
and 8-17) avoid impacting this watershed critical area. Efforts have been made with the preliminary
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functional plans for DSAs 6 and 7 to minimize this unavoidable impact. Bridges are proposed at Swift
Creek both for hydraulic conveyance as well as reducing impacts to the watershed critical area.
Lengthening these bridges has also reduced this impact. DSA 2, the recommendation for the Preferred
Alternative, has no impact on this critical watershed area.

Water quality impact minimization will be achieved through effective use of appropriate best
management practices during construction and operation of this highway. Details on these best
management practices will be developed as the project development process continues through
coordination with appropriate environmental resource and regulatory agencies.

6.3 DWARF WEDGEMUSSEL

The recommendation for the Preferred Alternative (DSA 2) as well all other DSAs except DSAs 6 and
7 (Red Corridor) have direct impact to suitable habitat for the federally protected dwarf wedgemussel
(DWM) in and along Swift Creek. Coordination efforts are in progress with the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) on suitable mechanisms for protecting the viability of DWM in Swift Creek. DSAs
6 and 7 cross Swift Creek upstream of the Lake Benson dam, avoiding direct impacts to DWM habitat.
DSAs 6 and 7 do cross streams that feed into Swift Creek below Lake Benson, such as Mahler Creek
and White Oak Creek, but these crossings are near the headwaters of these streams near the limits of the
Swift Creek watershed.

Based on DWM and water quality analysis performed for this project, the long term viability of the
DWM population in Swift Creek appears to be threatened. However, active management and increased
habitat protection may increase the chances for long term viability. Management being considered to
promote long term DWM viability include in-stream habitat monitoring, population augmentation using
captive propagation techniques, continued targeted water quality monitoring, and establishing a DWM-
focused stakeholder group in the lower Swift Creek watershed. Appropriate management strategies will
be determined through continued coordination with USFWS.

Water quality impact minimization will be achieved through effective use of appropriate best
management practices during construction and operation of this highway. Details on these best
management practices will be developed as the project development process continues through
coordination with appropriate environmental resource and regulatory agencies.

7 CONCLUSION

The key considerations in identifying DSA 2 as the Preferred Alternative are listed below. This list does
not represent all the benefits or effects of DSA 2, but instead focuses on those elements that
differentiated DSA 2 compared to the other DSAs.

e Because DSA 2 follows the Orange Corridor west of 1-40, it is part of the group of DSAs that
would require substantially fewer relocations than the groups of DSAs following the Red,
Purple/Blue, or Lilac Corridors west of 1-40. DSAs using the Red, Purple/Blue, or Lilac
Corridors would result in 60 to 100 percent more relocations than DSA 2.

e DSA 2 would avoid all historic sites and all non-de minimis impacts to Section 4(f) resources.
o DSA 2 would avoid the Swift Creek Critical Watershed Area.

o DSA 2 would avoid impacts to the Neuse wastewater treatment sprayfields in the project area
and would also avoid impacts to the Raleigh police training center on Battle Bridge Road.
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e DSA 2 would affect a smaller number of linear feet of streams than 11 of the other 16 DSAs.

e The Orange Corridor has broad public support and has been formally supported by nearly all
local governments.

e Because it follows the Orange Corridor, DSA 2 would have a lower potential to induce
development conflicting with local plans than options using the Purple/Blue Corridor.

e By following the Mint Corridor, DSA 2 would result in slightly smaller impacts to streams and
wetlands than the similar DSA 1.

e While both the Green and Mint Corridors would affect the planned Randleigh Farm
development, the Mint Corridor would shift the impacts closer to the edge of the property,
allowing more of the property to be developed according to existing plans.

e The Mint Corridor is the only option east of 1-40 that has not been formally opposed by any of
the local governments in the project area and has been formally supported by the City of Raleigh.

e DSA 2 would be the least costly alternative.

¢ None of the environmental resource and regulatory agencies has identified any Issues of
Concern with respect to selecting DSA 2 as the Preferred Alternative.
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